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This case study recounts the attempts of two school
districts to 1nprove decision making on the adoption of a new

elementary socjal studies curriculunm by using formal evaluation - .°
.methododogy. The.study's main objective was to develop a series of
criterion referehced -(mastery levél) tests from a list of social

"k\stndies«objectives to determine,whether these objectives were taught

more effectively by the new currjiculunm. other objectives included:-’.
. devedoping a firm data base for decision making; involving teachers
“and principals in a. field test to assess curriculum objectives- and
'projecting a ‘plan ' for an inservice program. Drawing on the technfcal

. -. resources ‘of the University o6f- Illinois, the districts conducted a

,field evaluation of the new curriculum. Two ‘groups of* students were
.. administered the tests; the experimental group: receivéd -instruction -
" in the new curgjculum, while the control group was exposed to the
more traditiofial curriculum.. A total of 1086#students in 48
" classrooms’ partipipated Findings indicated the experinental group .
cons1stent1y made higher gains in.aoclievement than the contrél group.

SN 2 vas also conoluded that although criterion referenced evaluation

provided 1nportant 1nfornation traditional test analysis measures’
proved to be more useful for mgi deciSions~on adoption and for .

N

anning teacher 1nservice programs. (Author/JK) R .. . C
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Infroduct ion

This case study recoun«‘:f the atteggt of two school dlstrlcts to improve

* »

decnsion makpng on the adoptlon ‘of a neu.currlculum (grades l -6) using formal

0

4 -
gvaluatlon f hodotogy. Drawung on the -technical resources of a university,

L 4 . . .

-they conducted’ a fieldtevaluatfonuof_a new social studies curriculum based on

1
2 -

- a set of criterion-referenced tests“whichlvere. cooperately developed by a ,
' LI . ‘ v . -

. comittee from the school districts and the university. Thescommittee from -

D LA —
. .

- ' . .‘
the school districts was interested in examining whether the curriculum teaches
the complex objectives listed‘by the cBrriculum developers (which weéé based

. 5 . £ S

_in the disch]ine of economics). As one aSpecf'of the evaluatlon, thefcommlttee

set as a. pr|or|ty the deve10pment of a set “of cr|ter|on referenced tests wh|ch d

» -

N ]
‘would be .used infa pre-post.test ‘design to measure achievement gauns. Two _

% - . .

groups of studefits i were admlnlstered the testS"the experlmenta)mgroup received
|nstruct|on |n the currxcu]um whlle the cdntrol- group was exposed to a more

-7
traditional currlcu]um. Th|s case study is nat an attempt to resxive the

. ..

issues in the use of crlterlon referenced test (CRT) verSus norn- referenced

. -~

testlng (NRT)' however, it illustrates how a number of these ISSueS |n5|stent1y

-3

" Came to the fore as; the dectsnon-maklng proceSS on the currlculum advanced
° 7

tqpard cfoSure. More speclficalky, qarfy in the- §tudy, the commlttee adopted

? \
effectaveness of two or more currlcufa, however, “the d|structs wanted to

0 . Ca

compane curricula and measure mastery*of concepts oflthe new currlculum.

: . s [ ]

. Lack of ~ tlme and resources precluded the deve]opmegt and admlnnstratIOn of
- h4 o~ S <! . . ~ .{ ]

both cruteﬁ:q&greferenced and norm referenced tests. Thus, the dlStTICtS had

|




. N 4 S e

advaﬁtages over normvreferehced measures. In partncular, the commtttee felt

] e e o p .
T the use of cr:ternon reﬁé%gzced testing would avold‘ eacher obJectlons to
. N -7 * N N

S . .
comparisohs of student a jevement among classrooms. Thus," the cbmmittee'

’\ « » v .‘-
- . would meet the grownng d d for accountabx]nty in sele¢tion and QJse of

- . ! materlals by embarklng on a revnsed approach to adoptlnq a new curriculum:

. an/emplrncal ‘testing of the cuyrlculum before |nvest|ng in a_system-wide

“adoption. -, ", S : ‘ R . : .

' f 3 * ‘/. Fa) /,/‘ ) - ‘ . . - t - '- N . *

0 ;///: o The objectives of the evaIuative study weres: .
\ .

~—"
o
=
.
.
A Y
te
B

- °

”?. ;/)/' o ulum in the two schoo, dnstrlcts
T Z;. To develop a ser|es of cr|ter|on referenced tésts oved(a list of socialg
g . studles ob}ect;vés to determlne "whether these obJectlves.were taught more
o - ef;ectlvely by the nen currlcu]um o ' ) T

lg o : . 3.‘~To |nvoive/a groug of teachers and’ pzlnclpals ina fleld test of the mew

- .

currlculum as an inservice effort to assess +the objectives and direction
Q <
» : . ~J i '

. of the soclal studles cuﬁrlculum. \

b, To proJect a p]an ‘for a contlnulng lnserV|ce program on the soclal studpes

[

:

- ' N "
‘ - . LY

- . curnlcu1£m from the findings of. the evaluative study “\

.

- P
’ \15. . lnstructaona] materials represent .a maJor tlme cOmmrtment for studehts
4 - ‘e

"since up, to 80 percent of a student s classroom hours are_spent engaglng . ‘e

O mateFVals (EPIE, '1977a). . Despite thls known time, commi tment and the |ncreasrng

\ e - S

P N
: warenes of the importance aof he‘time varlable in"learning (CarroJl, P963)"
the selection and adoptton of“lnstructlonal materla]s has been hapbazard in
-~ . ¢ . . °
many'school dnstrlcts,-w;th teashers spending as llttle as one’ hour per“school

RS
i

) e

-

\\year in the process Nevertheless as the major foc| of theacurrlculum which .

Cld '

/ %
j%!' *frequent]y exclusnvely dlctate the demlnate |nstructionalqﬁgde-«nnstructlonal'-

J A ®
3 \
F materials are major - * targets of teacher, and communlty dtscontent (EPI&, }9/7b)
7 - ’ < K S
M . » - s < ‘ $,% '
* )4i [ ] ﬁd; . 'N Vel ~ . \"'o i [

To deve10p a flrmer dhta base -for decns;on-maklng in adopt}ng new, currlcr L

- r ! . N

.
-
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In the choice of instructional materials school districts are often

- . reliants upon subjective impression;\of faculty, book publishers' pitches,

¢ . v L <

-

- and other 'schgol district or state authoritjes'
s ‘. .

recommendations. Among the

. ‘o

s - .. AN ;
the controversnal nature of socidl

studies .content.” Social studies

. elementary\school has drawn its content From the\ngClpllheS of hist

a
gquraphz more than other soclal sc|ences Thus when a new corrlculmﬁ was

. " .,

i found which drew its content’ heavuly from economlcs--though it addresses socidl

v

7
. systems problems thet have long been standardkfare in.some form in the elemen-
o ' ‘ t . ' o>

< |
tary curriculum (family roles, community interdependence;, governmental struc=
.. . v e ~ - ’ .

. . [ ¢ - t
N . tures and roIes)--the’curriculum committee felt a need to acquire firmer data
. 4 ) =
for decision- maklng I?rnecommendlng adoptno# or reJectIOn of the socual studies
AR /

, currlculum, Our WQrklng World (Science Research R}socuates, }973 ;&)
E .

} , . " Methodology ' ' . )

o, . . Y ‘-'I . . . . \

[y

R K3 - . ) *

. The ‘methodology involved designing a field test to evaluate the instruc-
< v B N . .

-4 - .

tional materials against a set of social stu&ies,objectiyes which were, accepted

. by 'the curriculum committee. ‘This invdlved a numbeF \f steps, but the one of

- 4 o y b

' . o -
specigl concern was the development of a sertes of cru&erlon referenced.tests/,”

‘h 4 ,‘\

,ﬁ(CRT) whnch were to be~useé\|n the eva]uatlon and. for fqture testing in thex”°

o ) soclal studies currnculum, provndung it was

N e .

;.

%Opted ’ ’ - > 7 f.A .

.. The curriculum did not come with prepackaged general objectives agd the

-~ - ']

. . ..

grade level. . Twelve obJectlves were prepared for each_grlde ] ihrough 62

) . . B N . “~ : -' . . . ‘,'

. . After efgming,these objectives and proneuncing them valid qu their Yocial -
. stydjes program, the curriculum committee from the two‘d?strﬁctsfredhesteo

g . < *

3
[

- . ‘% ' . : 0‘

. . * A
. ’ .t - . . . - . .
. [ w s ) P B N
B s~ - , . ‘ - “ . o
(. by D . s, N ‘4 .~ . »
L . - ] * * . . .
'Full ide ic M « ’ .
A . - - - ~ .

“ curriculum commi ttee requested the publnsher (SRA) to prepare, these for each

the Of?{ce'of Evaluation Research at the University of ITlinois at Chicaéo T
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. {
AN had mostly plctoral items, grade three had a few pic ora] |tems and” the othe}’

Circlé to work with them in preparing items whlch would ﬂest student mastery. -

. of the eghcept in each of he twelve obJectlves : ‘ é"

)

*

: of |nstruct|on.. In p]annlng the_tests(three leVelsﬁPf reflnement of items were

‘used, Flrst a group of teache@s at each leyer\were asked to InSpect the |tems

A qrxes of six tests were developed‘ for grades -one and\two there were

Zh ltems per test, two per concept ;- for grades'3-6 there were h8 items per -

a“ - V.“

X “ - |

est, fou# per c0ncept. These item limits were set in the |nterest of m|n|- s
t . '

\

itting. A samp]e of three of the obJectlbes and the ltehs‘yhlch-were
. L )
test them is given’lnvAppendnx A. .1t was soon'dtscovered that‘

‘.

this complexi® pose unique olfflculty in item wrctung for they .

do'not lend themseIVes to neat learnlng h|erarch|es where mastery or competeﬁéy

- ’ »

-»
can be deflne% as & behav:or whlch is needed to move «to 'the next hlgher level

- v
P

and judge their SU|tab|l|ty on two criteria: 1) readab|1|ty and 2) ; accuracy in

. — v

testing the concepts in the objectives. Second, three chlldren at each grade.

. .- N

leveT were given an |nd|y|dual administration 6f the test toécheck on read- e
.

ability.. Thlrd *a’ team of experts in social s‘udles and, elementary educatlon ) :
y ~

[ - .
screehed fhe items for {eadab1l|ty and accuracy in test|ng the concepts in the

1 . .
. . - . ¥ ,
objectiwves. . '
~ . »

Y R . T,

- . ~ - [}
) X .. : L
»The test. for grade one was co;tosed of pictoral_ftems, the grade two test |

— . . 1

ur grades used the conventnona] multhle chonce and sequenclng items. : .

-
- . o -

Teachers were given wrltten |nstcuct10ns on test admlnlstratlon. in the
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« . Yo~

. Mastery Jevels for each &f.the grades was set by taking the mean of a

'sgaies ofliudgments oi'experts, a-system uséd by ETS in the.Michjgan State

E Assessment Tests .3 The mastery levels for egch grade as set were: .., ", ‘ )
. . . A L. 6 L D - ¢ ° e !
- frade: -+ s 3 .- k. 5 . 6 - .
. ~ .) ’ 1’ - v . .
Mastery ) ) : . - - . ~ '
‘Level -, 80% 75% -~ . 70% . 70% 70% 70% .
» . o~ . — X ) ’i
Elght classes were Ehosen at each grade levél and ‘were randonly assigned .
as control or experimental chasses. The latter used the new'curriculum T ) \i
(A T : L ’ ;
Our WOrktng WorI'd for social studles after the pre test was ‘administered. . i
. - L. |
The COntro] group used several more conventlonal Y deanned soclal studies .- { - j
v ' programs “that had been in use in the two istricts.. A pre-test was admjnlstered 2
.., to all studehts in beptember before implenentation "of the social studles
4 . ’ a* M . ¢ T A . |
Curricula and a post-test was adm|n|stered in May after the experlmental classes .

- s v

»
had been _exposed- to all the objectives. A total of 1,086 students tﬁok bqth

! i * i *  F o . .. d y 3 ’
the pre an% post tests B e . > 4 '
+ . . . -

) . % ) Y
Two levels of analyses were run at each qrade #The percent of student% \

answering each item correctly and, the percent of studeqws mastenlng each con-

. . cept .e., answerlng all the |temS'(2 at’ grade level .1 and 2, and 3.0f brat . .

- - e

- % -

grade level 3- 6) correctly was computed For reasons to be discussed"later, . ﬁiﬁ
. cl.’ R \ .

spllt-half reliabilities, an item discrjmination index, and an item difficulty

e N . - A m
.. . index were also computed)A ) ‘:;l N ) L.

” ’

“ ; - \’ esults X ot
<. - Y - K ‘ .
- . 4 e M -

The results of the pre and post tests were first examined_jor the experl-‘

- N - - ) R b . - < ~‘<
R mental and control group by item and by ‘Concept: . ST e
- Table A‘Below summafizes the mean perceritage of experimental (E) and .~ . -
Y __) . N . \
__control (C) students anSWerlng the items correctly.l The scores are calculated o
A . . o ]

"by taking the Sum of the percentage - of students answerlng ‘each item correctly

. N -
. . o . e - ¢ . s
B} . . - -
- .
. . * . ) -
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starteq from a much«lbwer Jevel. TheSe findjngs, re graphed in Flgure 11 1

-

which presents, the amount of’gain and Figure 2, which displays in graphicl

form pre and pqst‘mastery for both groups.® ) ..

-

mentaf group‘students attained mastery
for Level' 1 17 |tem3'were mastered by

5] to 60% and 3 |tems by 21 to hO?

levels- on the posttest..

7

81 to 1002 of the group,

For example,

(The reader is remlnded that there. are

and. 48 ems’ for Levéls 3--6).

Qﬂ]Y'ZhﬂltewS for Leve]s 1 and 2,

R

Table B reports the n&mber of items for éach level for which the experi~-

h items by ¢

AS
.

{ S
o4, ot . .
2 6 - -
ks ) D S T - S . -
(€i) and dividing that by_thg/number of items (N): 3;#—-where $i=-% correct
'item 1 +-% correédt item.2 + . %.correct item N. . L coe s —
- . . . . /‘. ¢ . .
: Table A, =~
» ') N . . . - - -
O <~y - - . . Q
. . Summary of Mean Percentage ltem Mastery of Pre and Post Tests
SR N - . . ' ‘
- : Exper,imental . RN _ Control .t
“ Level® Pretest ttest Gain\ Pretest Posttest  Gain )
- - 4 K N N * 3 ~ v
1 . 69.29 . 80.@# 10.75 73.20- 79:62_m . 6.42-
C 2. *.56.29 67 55 0 1125 ° 64.29 75,83 © 11.54 -
-3, 65.8% 77 10 11.29 63.85 - 71.79 7.9k
b, 39.77 . . 48.48 . T, 871"  Ah.o2..  k9l6p 558 -
. — . g N T '
5. 47.79 53.60 5.81 ~b5.67 .60 3.93 -
6. 65.60 63. 31 . 7.7 54.69 59 13 L. bk
’ An examlnataon of‘Table A shows that experlmental students in Levels .
. £ K& - ' '
l and 3 reached specified mastery crlterla on the posttest. For °the cogtrol
gr0up, students in Levels 2 and 3 reached specufled mastery cutoffs. Mores
. ,lnterestlng is the amount of gain from the pretest to the pos{test, also
shown in.Table’ A ‘The exper imental group made hlgher gains for Leve]s I, 3,
y .
h 5, and 6 and about the sane at 1evel "2 although the experlnental groug‘
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Table B

Breakdown df Percentaqe of Experlmenta1 Group Students Mastertnq ltems

. 0

level _ 0-208" *21-hog  41-50% 51-60% . 61-708 1 71- _80x  BI-100%
oo 3 0 45‘_ “ 0 0. -7,
2.5 3 2 a2 2 1.2‘\;2‘
3 0 3 .3 03 5 g . 26 -
I R S T 1 *® o 3. 0. 2 %
3 ) . R .
5 8 .. 6 -7 . 5 7. 5" 10
. ~~ v » ) N >
6 T 8 v . 8 15 3 . 12

Mastery of concepts can'be-examined,simi]ar]y.

N . o - .
. - Table C- = . -~

L 4 -

mation regarding'the‘percentage of students mastering concepts. L

Percentage of Students’ Masterlng ltem - ( .

Table C presents -infor-

~

‘¥

BreAkdown of Percentage of Experlmental Group Students Masterlng Concepts

- Level - 0-20% . -21-50%. 4]'50% 51-60% 6] 70% 7] 807 8] IOOZ
- ) N ’ * - [} - cT )
| I 0 3 0 3 0 0 - 6
T2 24, 3 1 2 1 3 o e
3 0 R Nl 1 3 5 -
. 4 - v"\‘ . p .
4 3 5 A 2 0 2 0o . 0.
5 .3. 4 | 1 2. y T 1'.,‘t .oh
6. 2" 1 =1 2 L3 ]
A . . ﬂ’ v . - ‘\\
Tahle"c shows that for Levels 1, 2, 3 and .6 students approached mastery
) - ’ .
. on at least half of the concepts S o ’
. A . i . ‘- v e AN
. For Level 5, mastery was |ncomplete for both experlmental and control \\\

'@ group students. For experimental students it is uncentaln whether thlS'lS a

A . —

sproduct of prob]ema with the test or lf the obJeCtlves aré not being ]earned

=

s q
e
-
AR
[
¢ <
\
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- /[ IO . N . . « . .
> ) ‘ - - J \‘\
» - . ) . \
. by students due to the absence of. content or inadequate presefitation. '
\ ' J s s

.
. * . . -
. . .

A N

+Therefore, no definite statement can be made by the“evaldators although as

’

« ' . SN ] P M
we discuss Iater-“We have reason to .belipve that the new curriculum content
N

N

N\ was dafflcult for teachen; as well as childrén in the flrst teachnng ‘cycle..

~ ‘e -—

fwe fact that experlmental students.drd .make somewhat hlgher galns than dld

teachin\ could produce more posrtlve results for experlmenta] studénts neka y
AN o _ - SN N
N/ - e cL 0 - YN '

- .

.
.
13

resuis far levef hulnqlcate that ‘the, majortty of concepts are. not
' N\ . )

.
- .
N

“In the Level b, analysxs it was

)
S
+

- .
Ce ~
\M

powé? Therefore, it waS\recdmmended thatothe :dstructlona1 practlceso " ,.
) teachrng Level 4 conce'ts be\-xamlhed\\\Students may need greaterlgxbosure -
+ p and May requ;re m&re prachic PN sqng th cohcepts .’i f ;~ 7.??;
- Flnally the réllab|1lty f the\xost te;ts\was computed.3 Listéd'belew ere (

.. ?
N 4
jernmentel *and control groups ef the ¥

LI . .
© oy . R ‘..J‘ . ' : , .
Levgl, . 4 N
Experimental .7] . \
CoL . __% ’ \ . - :
Control = . .07 .
[ L] 3’ ; ¢ . \
The.re+1abllnty of Levels %,lf 5 and 6\are in the satisfactory range.

&l

‘Fbe reSu]ts for Level 1 are mlxed whrletthe relaablllty for théae

* I

group is certarnly acceptable, especnally consnderang the fact that the teSt

. L

is complete plctoral, the reLlabIIrtyafor the ;ontr’l ngup, foIlowung general

. 9 . .‘ - . - - -
\0 . * 3 “ L] ° ———— LY
. . » * hd . fan
N . - L3 s 2 . S
. s
- . -4 .
B » L
- - [ ’ M
- -~ .
- ” . ' 4
- —~, N -, . - 12 . d . ® \
14 »
« ' ’ -'Wg . - i - )
A ¢ - ¢
[ Bt . - P
o , -
.

perimental
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\test theor&, is quite Powb It |s uncertaln why the control rellablllty is .

LY
~

so low. A great deal of gueSS|ng by* control group students on the post fest

¢ i .,

as the result of litt}e or‘no expOSure to the concepts m|ght be one explanatlon.

K]

. e. Since We are uncertain on* the source of the low control rellablllty, we o ."~'J. §
recommended that the re]lablllty be checked agaln next year to sée if problems ¥
Q/ . . .
W|th ‘the test are |nd|cated or if these results were |d|osyncratzr to' this = '
A group. The reliability”of Level 2~is‘hd¥ as high as would be pr ferred. 'A.- ‘ _ - P
'.'.J ._ \ - M-w"'“f ¢ . .
T < ‘number of suggestlons were given that mlght help increase re1|ab|1|ty |n the .
~

future, prlnC|pally along the llne of whether the content was being taught

. -t' = >

to chlldren The bulk of the Yeport rendered to the school systems dealt

K] 7

{4 v v e . R
Ag wnth in- depth discuss ions of tH& results by level and their use in |mproving .
- L4 <- . - : e Ay , t 2
tests,\currlculum and the |ns%yuct|on. e . i
N - ' *] , s J‘ i - -

As orlglnally requested by«the school d|str|cts, the curricdlum commlttee

“and classroom teachers recelved only the’ analy5|s discussed aboVekgincludlng

- . N —
IS
-, oL -

the criterion.referenced'data:on percentage of students mastering i

ems .and .

concepts by ¢lassroom. Followung the dellvery of the analysns report to. the, ﬁ{

X

comnrttee *OER - for its own" rnformatlon - examined~the daﬂa further, usnng

. ¥ TV -
: .;;' more sophlstlcated ana]yses |nclud|ng the_eompytatlonwof nndexes of dlfflcu]ty T ‘,;gi
“and’ |ndexes of d|scr|m|nat|on Fbrfﬁﬂl |tems-ﬂgr botdrthe experlmental and :‘ff :1;11%;;
j 'c0nt$ol populatlons. After a brieF perlod df tudy the commrttee returned ot
‘to 0ER and requested more “statlsttcal“ lnformatlon which thebiel:eved would . x?":_u\
N -525(mp. "helpful“wln maklng}a'dec15|on“on thedcurrlcu]um and for revnscon of ~.ﬁ‘:‘;:
" the tests The data which had been prepared by OER for in-house only was ‘ :?mé?f 1

g|ven the d|str|cts and the flnal report was written incorporating both levels j'ﬁ -

e of an 5. 'Why d|d the currlcu]um commuttee and teachers change their o
_ &g e o se c-

m|nds when they had been such ardent-advocates of crlterlon referenced

(%8 Al P

. measurement at the begLnnlng of the proJect? We-believe thelr‘change o£ m|nd ) ~
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* when confronted~wfth a need forﬂa decision was an ekpression of\some of

S

the unresolved problems in EﬁT “and lndICates a n%rroWer range of usefulness
S -

,il’
of CRTin " currlcufum deplsion making than Some of its enthusiasts have

<

Tra

' . .
pmclaimed. }.3.*? o .f,;; ' . %
* :"‘*;:":-f‘-’: . . . )’ * i . a .
©Tige . -1 Discussion
W .- : ¢ N . :
. CRTs have been used in lnstructlonal sequences; they have not been
. R S ,

‘'used w1dely to evaluate materlals for currlculum declsuon maklng. ln their

.

:'lnd|V|dual _compar ison approach they were conS|dered by the currlculum commhttee-

%
to be, a very attractlve alternative when an evaluatlon of OQur WOrklng Wor]d

o @

was conStdered and NRT approaches Wer re}eézed The remainder af the paper

&

et -
looks at. the issues that emerged OniERT when used. in_ ‘the context of curriculum .
evaluatlon.'r S N . A . " z
Crlterlon referenced tests (CRT) and- currlculum adoPtlon ‘ .

- CRTs fve been used -primarily to shape |nstruct|on/;;r the |qd|v1dual ’
Iearner. The commoniy accepted definition of a CRT: "A crlterion referenced L
test~js one that is dellberately constructed so.ag .to yield measunements that
qare dlrectly~interpretable ln terms.of specific’ performance standards ) ﬁfﬁ

(Glaser and Natko,f¥37l) places an emphasis on individual performance agaﬁnst

specific obgectlves. Thus obJecttves are wrltten to contain specific crlterlag"'

-

for the judgment of a iearner's performance.. ’ . ‘ oo .
¥ .

In the evaluation of a curriculum.or<program( however, the needed infor-
.. A o .
mation is d|fferent, a dlstrlbutlon'of varlance in. performance is desirable * .-
o * ! :

and needed The lndlv1dua1 learner questnon - can the student perform to,

N

criteria = is viéwed as. essentlally a-yes or no declSlon "As. presented in the

one wsdely‘accepted model. of CRTs ‘the approach does not provnde the mformatmn

5 ‘ . e 5

that is needed by the decision maker to repommend adopt fon of A curricubum.
. br.S . v . . P4
3 R .




~|f a- group of students performs*to cr|ter|a then the currlcuium may be too
‘\ - M
easy, l e., students a]ready have knowiedge of the materqai and therefofe do
3 .
not need further lnstructlog lf few perform to"criteria what shouhf%e

done ~ is the currlcuium §00 difflcult or is the. text at fadit, are the
_objectlves |nappropr|ate, or have the performance obJectlves overshot ﬁhe

. +learning h|erarch|es n cessary for the|r accomﬁiishment? In'any of thesemé'
Lclrcumstaéces CRT glves ilmltedNand often not very useful lnformatlon‘)h'

. qidlﬁﬁrthe%curriculum‘decision maker. For‘exampie, CRT will not answer the\\\

‘ .

) guestion: If this curriculum is adopted, what provisioning costs are going ’

T to be incurred?, ~What eiements will have to‘ge added by the teacher or schooi

. £ T, . . . , .
. district to maka(it reasonably acceptable to, large pumbers of students of

< N 2 ’ , .
svarying abilities? . Lt

A .,
- F . K Y r

~

A breakdown of the measures of achwevement in NRTs does glve more data
k ¥
on'these questlons. For exampie an examlnatlon of the d|scr|m|nab|on 3 ',

v

~ index on each item suggested that teachers |n-serche was needed to emphasize '
the content to be taught and to supplement the contentaof the curriculum. Good
Ll e o “ -3
learners as weii as poor hearners were nmslead by dnstractors, ngnng evndence

v “k ((x- ’ LN

of iack ofiknowledge on_content. We.have good reason to suspeet the iqw

reliabilities on concepts in‘‘level h‘and 5 tests were functions of the teaching‘ -
'/ a.' ' ) * e - ’ T . _“N
and not of the tests; i.e., students were not taught or given specific practice .

. . X N
- -t . N - - ~ - . . > . ;

the content and'consequentiy gains were measures.;dkjncreases in generai'
. educatton and not, the curricﬁyum. We came, to thus conciu54bn by checkjng the . ¢
- » ~9 - * [" ~

diScrlmtnatlon of items wnthln the concepts ana f0und that severai did haye N

Y, « good_discr?mination i ndexes as opposed to the total concept whtch,mad 1ow

13 »

reliability ~ln this case NRT .data on reilabrilty and dlscrlmlnation gave

c

i)

more informatlon related to the costs of prthsnontng if the currlculum was :

adopted than the CRTadata on percentage of students obtalnrng_mastery of each

s »

item. or concept.
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N lll . ) ’ L
) Nt . oL S . L
' // The use of tRIs may be inappropriate as a curfFiculum evaluation tool &
from'another’viewpoint. An jmplicit assumption in the items is that the
° i . - * e

. content and behaviors sought by tHe curriculum are agcurately |dent|f|ed

Hence the onlv problem to evaluate lnstructlon is.to. see whether thése goals

e g
+ - ‘ "

are being mastefed by the,learner. Essentlal]y the evaluatlon results are”

A\ ~ -

orlented to questigns of time-and methodology but nqt to whether the currlcu}um

T e h,‘ \ ‘.

content is of sufchlent scope and to whether it is related to signlflcant p

social cdntent. , - . ’ .
M B .‘\."" - :- ”

‘Under this‘assumption major curniculgm‘jSSues are sidespepped and the
’major weight of the evaluation js placed upon the vehicle of instruction, el
i Social interests, social concezns and the;fnterrelationshipéof concepts to
values areﬁmore‘llkely to. be overlthed in the technofogy of evaluatlon )
'employed '.. - E B . ’ '

a?

I ¢ « L .

Setting Mastery ‘Levels . o . :
'Ihe>literature refdects a:range of vlews on setting Ieve]s qf mastery
Y - v % <
and there is dittle theoretical agreément on ﬁhat constitutes mastery There.
seems to be é growing fee;lng @@at mastery levels stated |n percentage figures
are set arbltrarlly and ;ear llmlted reJat;onshlp to reality. At best they\'

-3

-

. ) 3

, seem tg"exset to compensate,for meaSurement error and. student varlablifty g
<

whlch cannot’be squeezed out by a rjgorous perfofmance based model In the

7. p“" <}.‘ . —:’

attempt to escape from the dllemna of flxed performance.standards in the "o

'(EQSEe model , “CRT based on a Contlnuum model (where mastery is a point Bn a i N

. . ® 4 .

_¥gontinuum”below which students wu]l not be passed rather than a single standard‘
- f ) .

of perfofmance)‘ls belng advocated (Meskauhas, 1976) The curriculum o

.
v . 8

. commi ttee did not flndfthe settlng of standards of performance useful inasmuch_

— ? .

A
as it failed to provide direct informatidn\bn'how this curricula compared

i L3

! e ’ ‘ . s -
« With oth%& curriculum.. ‘The levels of performance were set with.a floating .

S

. w - 5
) . ' : . . T
7/ - h

2
[
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=3
. W

£

-~it does’ notﬂand,

. » L BN Ry ; )
refererfce eﬁlsting,tn the m|nds -of "experts‘| The final decision on
4 - /» 'i
adopt;on rested ob.whether the experlmental group garned more than ‘the
IS4 - e )
control group W|thout theecontro{-group the 6ustomary way of pcesentlng »

o

-4

¢

-CRT data (nymber of Stpdents reachnng mastery vs. npnrmastery) would probably ». . A

L .
-

" Pre and post measures

have resulted in a nega‘WVe decn ion on adoptlon )

Y

for the experlmental grolup were m de more meanlngful when the control groups

»

S, 1

K

ganns were lntroduced for-comparlson especially |n those,areas of formal
- -

3 soc?al systems that Our WorknnggWorJd |5xe5peC|allyfde5|gned to teach.

.
.

Percentages of mastery arbntrar1ly set were discarded in the flnal decision~.

‘o ‘ .

maktng on program adeptnon~as they ﬁalled.to bring anhy meannngful data forware

d.

.
. . ~ [y

N, . ¢ . \\ '., - N . R .
.. on the“comparativerworth.of currlcu1um andiwhat is needed .if students are ta
7\ «* - ‘

- .

AN
&erform acceptably in the currlculum desngn.of the new program

In shqrt there'

i's the large qﬂestlon of whether the settlng of A,

3

« oy £,

—

meanlngful learnlng in a broad. concept focused prdgram

Our 'judgment was' that -~ * s

percentage of mastery represents

. . -

be rejected on a‘basis that excludes other-valuéble learnings that would be .

v

m@ge avallab]eglf more édequate currnculum prOV|Sion|ng were arranged

Lo
.

"

1

\

.a

’s--.\

o

B

-

if used . in program evaluation-a]one, may,cause a program to , -

Py

o

The

\
~ A .

- structurlng of conclusdons through d|fferent ways of reportlng ‘data on CRTs has

5

~

been emphasnzed and concentratlng onkmastery of non-mastery cah exaggerate

‘- or dlmlnlsh‘the lmpact of. the currﬂcu]um (Barta et,. al, 1976) .

The use of

(Y

' *

+

°

23

RS

che fixed level of mastery |n a curr:culum evaluation which extends beyond

O - *

IO ‘;skills is, we believe,,a poor Eattice,as |t ‘can. lead to/a'prematgre )udgment.

L e , T, -] O .’

on the rejection of a .program. -

Macro-objectives-and CRTS

. %
st

-

o~
v

- Program evaluation /n

LI . U
. which embrace a cluster of behavigrs and,not a spectflc behavndr as

< i .

-

ocnal studles :s ¢oncerned wi th macroaob;ectlves

~ .

%

A

s
'»‘«

3 .

ggs fpund
NN
i

YT C . * e . cyq. . . g o,
in 'skill pérformances.: While, there are spécific skills in social sgudres, the
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°

macro obJectlves which are of speclal interest |nclude atnumber of behavnors T

L
- - ¢
o
N

‘whlchehaye to be directed and synthesnzed in fashlonlng the totalnty of the ; .

: S ' v s s
learning. As an example, the obJectave from Level 3: "Thé‘student wihl

explaln “how th?lcity can be thought of .as a system-comprnsed of several lnéer-

’ ’ T
@ B - <

ependent parts” requires” a synthesis of many\learnlngs and not 2 speclflc
3 o

3
ot .

tbe tast developers which current models of CRT theory do not address. Gne,
, . . {
.resanse o thns critertOn mlght'be to suggest that the macro-obJecttve be
\ T . { ”
broken down ;nto a hlerarchy of learning tasks Which’ then are 5ucceSStvely

3 .o s
.

mastered (Gagne,‘l967) Once the specnflc(tasks are*broken out, then the'

- L7

Y

. 1nd|v1dual behavqors can be taught to-and synthesnzed by "the learneft into the<:

A -

.
x

s behavlbral cluster thao |s |nvolved in the c|t|zensh|p understandlng of a~",

. y >

“.city as an |nterdependent system.. Acting on this instructional design advice .

- . ‘e . ‘ x t

. poses speC|al problems fqr CRTs.* : o ¥

.

In breaklng down the mach:deectlve one quickly bullds a lengthenlng

. R RSN

llst of behavnors each of whlch requtre a series of |tems |f learner performance

3 [ b

{s ‘to be dlrec\ly assessed: An addltlonal quest;on then tntrudes. If a student

..

masters the series of speclflc ‘itets, will, these add up |nto a behavtoral

pattern that is called |nto action when confrontedgw1th a problem that calls

.

for, as in this case, an |nd;vrdual's analysns of—a‘city as a system with? A
L. ’.

ot interdependent parts? There is i evidence that behavnoral patterns thatv :
RN .

reSult in soltd c|t|zens (preSumlng SOlld cltlzens are knowledgable about .,
N 4

organxzed complexltle\i are developed through the learring of drscrete beﬁavnors

-

that can be tu;qed 1nto test items.easily amenable to the perfo;magce.standards
‘ - . - - A - ) [ " -

-

of a CRT. - AS a process which is'excesslve y cumbersome the end‘result is a

yery lengthy serles of tesbs to gauge learner performance and -is" not, fn“our

Judgment, scarcely an alternatlye, Moreover the process tr|V1altzes subject .
-, E . ., i .. ) ' \:M
- B r 0 ) -A-.' ' ‘52', ‘ . : -/
o\ X;.g'." Qlé; | . ‘ o
. _~‘ \ ¥ . 'I r . “‘ ' o] ,

.

lated skill. As framed, the obJectlves produced a number of promlems for * ,.*

. .
K l'. ¢

PERPY

-,




matter as it atomizes it .into discrete parts and raises fundamental questlons
~ POy {r

’”

on whether this JS the mode.for effectlve.learnlng to take place.

At the heart

1

e,

of this lssue is the whole- part learnlng controve?sy

i}

ks

iraise questlon)}about the theory of learning. beJng pursued, especually wsth

{
it is no small heresy to
~

-

‘rampant behaviorism*now holdlng sway in turrlculum and |nstruct|on, but for

T 5

curr?culum evaluatlon which purpdrts to use CRT as its vehicle it is an issue

-

1’ [

-~
~
.. ~ hd

which must be faced. = : ‘ _
' ‘ ”

From thlS experlence ln social studles the domaln of reference for® test

)

|tems cannot exclusively be ;specific skill orlented performance especnally when

’,-our interests are on macro=obJect|ves ‘which encompass;broad behavnoral.patterns.

Thjs,spégests that classical test theory with its NRTs may.be a more‘sibnificant
P rd \ h ~ .

iy ] . . ; . : : s
anchor'- one that is more comprehenslble wi thout exCeSS|ve cost and measures

cntrzenshtp behavnor |n aomore read|ly interpretablie contexX.

in NRTs of students

Despite the seeming . '

paradox, relatlve standards as expresseg

performance are~mdte
) .

Y

stabigﬁend socua]ly*morﬁ&meanungful than CRTs based on the Judgment of ﬁndividual

.2

«

e

|nstructors 1n ‘a ]lmlted itep (1 to-h per concept) approach

e
3

addre@sed this issue, operatlng as |t does* on some implicit assumptlons concern:ng*

CRT tHeo ynhas ‘fot

o~

X Y4 ‘:‘. !
learniqg. it will. have serious limitations when. emp]oyed‘nn currlcu]um evaluation Lw-
- oy R 3 ’ .,
4 where m%cro-objectives are of primacy. . S

<

,?

.‘A

- were gsed ln th:s study.

. N . -
"y - . \
.

‘One techn1ca] advance which may be of use to curriculum evaluators in

. f S

trylng to\bypass the problem of limited testing time, is suggested in the numher

A“‘

=

*

f>of atems theorettcally that must bBe admlnlstered to obtaln test re]labrllty

“M

~a -

. (Dav;s and;Dlamond 197& Ml]lman, L973) s\Theln«ca]culatlons squest that if

gerformance based obJectlves are to be used. in ctirriculum eva]uatlon, ‘the. number
: L

of items w0u1d have . to be |ncreased manyfold frbm the,2,t6 4 per concept that

L] .. P

lf currlculum eva]uators use the estimates of Davcs 5

%

-

. and Dfﬁ%ond that a test of 20 Ttems per obJectlve shou]d .be used

\

k

8

then test



b

Sampfing by student

-

&

<

with very iarge.samplés of'students-wou]d be required

. 3
<3

18¢ L. LA -
- “ .

1 ~~

for é CUrrlculum evaluatlon, pre5um|ng that each performance specifically

ﬁf' < '

_43‘

o>

measured would requnre a test of twenty items.

CRlsito chéck masteryfby the learner.

\I

g|ve,suff|C|ent range of a dlmen5|on of behavnor wh|ch |s the strongest single L

N ¢

. feason for employlng the change to CRT

Economy of time and resources

ln cdrriculum ev&luation usuall-y imposes the restric;ion of a few items ijn

Unfortunately the few ;tems .do not

Our teachers were most uncomfortable
i

R with the CRT results as the enormlty of the generalizing the mastery of the
P +k >
. - »

While test sampllng has been used

-

concepts rested on such slim item evidente.

+ 3 Ze
» .

.

in one natlonal currlcuium evaluatnon (Walberg, ]970) it |s probab]y not’ .

~ .

4

s

feasible at the. dnstrlct level for reasons, of sample avallablllty and cost.

-~

* In the socnal studLes currlculum wlth broad macro- obJectlves, the |nterest

—v-’ ~

of teachers proved to be in the range of the dlmen5|on of soclal behaylor (in

<

- a broad sense) and obtalnlng the best descrlpt10n for understandlng !

- 4

a domain.

~, * Y™ - o -

Can the dnmensnon of SOc;a] behavnor best be understood a

-

X

L - ’”zpr.. \

-

W|thnn-,

5 Lt is set

forth |n speC|f|c elements of subject matter whlch is tested by CRTs,

(mastery-nonmastery), or is .it best descrnbed’by measdres Whlch are descrlptnve

7 v

of its d|stribut|on wuthln a populatlon (NRT)? %The curr|culum commlgtee, after.
.o -

egamlnlng both sets of data descrlbed prevnously, concluded that measures which

. ~ -' . -, - R " ' -

a

are descriptive of population (or samp]e) distribution'are most useful to - s

’ . . . . v N
currnculum.adoptlon declsnon-maklng:‘ These measures are. the |dent|fying mark

<« .
-

of NRTS$>WhICh g|ve a callbrated measure of the d;strlbutlon  of populatlon J /:

N e

characterjsths, Woodson (l97h),argues that variance .in theztest items is

2 ~

. critical to providing useful information,:and'GRTg, in restric&ing this range

PR ¥
N

’ ln the items “may snmplyvbe llmltlng |nformat|on. Wh|¢h is more.representathe
) -,
of the way We. judge socnaI behav;or? Our evndence in thls study suggests that

a‘normatlve judgment is. y T
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"of students' social learning than fixed absolute scores based on expeii(estlmates, i

. enc0untere¢ a problem in the field testlng ,Fleld.tests‘were conduct

-~

LA « \

The absolute oh the State model's all or none approach -in the mastery-

* “l'- N -

nonrmastery CRT proVed troublesome ta teachers althobg as preylously explained, J
. |

¢ - g% s v °

is CRT model orlgunally-had appeal in avoldlng oqmpa ISODSAOf xndlvnduals T

F

and‘classr The commnttee quickly discovered that, by examlng»CRT scores,

—

-

the social behaviors in the gsts are a matter aof degree Judged wn“hln a.

populatjon was more informative than one which.was establi for the rndﬁ*&dual
) . ~ . . I ", o - ' \5”\:'\\ .‘.~‘~_\'
The comni ttee concluded that relatlve scores of NRTs are a more stable lndlcat r
’ . - Y ’ .

. ) . S .
especially for purposesaof currntulum adoption: . .. : .

¢ .,
. S
-« i . b

k4 .
Evaluative Considerations ‘l . . R .
. - . ° 4 ) . '

JIn the development of the tests the curriculum commlttee early on .

‘e °

with teachers and secondly wnth'students to ‘see if'the tegts' readab ty were

2 —
»

suitable for-the several levels. A c0py of the tests and°ob)eqsi;:s

- ‘e -
* 4 P

dlStrIbuted to two'teachers at _€ach level for the pprpose of obta

7 —_

Judgments on readabxllty and currxculum valldlty As a group mhey e very

-

their ° o

- critjcal of the plctoral items and suggested many graph|c as 0pposed to c0ntent
L CTItF

.
> - . -y L N 3

dbanges. Fortunately the changes were not made prlor to a fteld test'with

r .
students; students evndenced no d|ff|culty wrth the p:ctoral'ltems on readablllty

,.4.-3_

although they f0und the cqntent difflcultf’fThls experlenCe casfs Turther doubts

-~

OR the usefulness of'mastery levels set a- priori by teachers as_ being credntable . -

7"" . o ¢ . o

A standards’af Judgment=of pupil performance.<# . o T e
. . ] : ;

.3
.
- -

. In thlS type of a.currnculum evaluatlon the new materlal is at a gLeat .

~ .

dlsadvantage as teachers are on the flrst cycle of t—eachlng A heavy burt&n’ IS -

3
w

*placed on the materials’ lnstructlonal design a& ;eachers learn the Material B

o
a
&
.
-
A
.



with the cbl]dren (ln the abbve‘f¥eld test with teacheKs, teachers found
o e . .<4

L s <

i_'). many of the test |tems dlfflcuﬁt and admltted they probably would not score -

P
‘s . . .

\ - 'weli on the upper leved testg)* The scorés obtalned etther as compos#teé or

on mastery of i tems may not,be reprgsentatlve of what wou1d be obtained |n a

] l

generated for curriculum eva]uatlon, they\undoubted]y represent a conservatlveﬁ

- -
R -

- performance by students and teachers HoweVer the results wh/p gnalyzed by
< ¢

.item d|scr|m|nat|on,vdlstractor counts “and leve] of d|ffxculty offered extensive

PR, ’ ¥ “e

< r'”lnformatlon gchurrlculum and instruction provnsnonlng needed wf students were

gorng to be success ful. Of pg;tlcu]ar interest were the largeégaps in T

bl

' ¥ 3

*- .students"\knowledge that became apparent; e\g:, a majorl Y of studentstin;;cated

that the chxef executlve of l1linois is the mayor. Extensnve in-service A

o .~ .,
‘ Y

- “ ]

\ .
]even*from the standard norm referenced stattsmlcs and "the dlstraggbr.counts '
. . y . & Y ey -
N = LI G @ ’g.; ‘_0 e - -
which are given. . - . .
o oL . . .
~ L]
. e . . « - . .
Conclusion y. . .

. RECE A Do, . . . ¥
“There is increasing interest in'cri;ec&on-refe*pnced testing as curr|cu1um;

-

- emphases shift to |nd3V|dua] masteTy of ooncepts frgméthe tfaﬁﬁtlonal norm- b

. referenced scores of standardlzed achlevement testlng ¢ The value of chterlon-
L, : v -
referenced measurement and its re]at|0nsh|p to classical test theory has ‘béen- .

is oo T s
V’

the subJect of debate (Bernkopf and“Bashau 1976) How useful. the |nformat|on

<;bbgaxned through‘crlterlon referenced~mea5ures ln decfslqn mahlng'oh selectlon
«,; ~ ¢ Y

7carefu]ly as has the use.of CRTS in gu1dlng |nstruct|on. Th|s study completed‘

' ‘ in forty eight’ classrooms in two school dlstrlcts found that teachers;'prel ; <

dispositions towar: cr}terlon—referenced tests weredueakened when they recefz;d>

,the informatlon of chlldren s performance and werelasked to make a decnsnon on

- . . -

G
suggestions for |nstruct|gnal time, technlque agd c0nt¢nt were draWn for each .

. secd{d cycle of teacthg the currLculum. Thenefore |h use:of the ftndlngs L

- of lnstructﬂonaL materlags |s a questlon that has not been |nyest|gated as .7




~ -
? . = E*\-.;_ 21 'y ) VT .
- - * . - : . R ) \I ) N [y . -
\"\l 4 " - ) . M . ? .
;i?\ - -+, adoption of instructional matgrials based on' these results. * They [requested !
> AL - : ¢ . - v RN . - e -
o O * - v

- \\ !
* the traditiondl item analysis data and central tendency measures as well as the

b T . [

e - profi]ing of classes agaﬁnst the district's mean scores. ltem-di crimjnation

- " — 3

R -

‘:Ef s ’currnculum comm|ttee The school dlstrncts on ¢he basis of the flndlngs did
N " " adopt the new socnal studles Currlculum While criterion-referenced evaluation

. - “ o e
- ~proVIded lmportant information far aiding the.school board in adopting a - N

. . ’

J ' drastically different social studiéé program it was not considered sufficignt

4

for making the adoption decnsnon nor was it consndered suff|c1ent by- the

- currnculumo@pmmlttee of admlnlstrators to dl;ect imservice effort§ The fleld

.7 Jnveft;gatnon fgund emerging at the decision+making level the issues of measure - .
3 = ' - . .

ment. thit have emetrged in the theoretical literature-on.CRTs.

: ) Because a
LI - . o v ——,T \&\ v Y

decision was required. there had to be . resolution of these issues. When a

A

#

v » - - PR .
,

., better data base for making adoptions/and ‘for directing an inservice proéra@

o

jﬁ*’ was souéht both approaches'for analysis of Ehe findings were‘employed. More’
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"~ LEVEL ONE

. 2 M
Lo . . . .
_— e, ) -, . . . v — e
p .

'O‘bjecti__ve }2.'~ The student should be able to cite ‘examples -of differeht . N
attitudes and beliefs held by persons. in their community.

: . o . . R L by N 4' . N
. . ‘\v 1~ ‘sj \5 . '
-5,.

-'23 I you could ‘tell only one person about your visit to a baseball game,
" ~who do you feel would be most interested-in hstenmg ? Cﬂrcle the
picture of this one person SR -

. ‘Yourz_ DOCTOR - YOUR GYM TEACHER - ASTORE CLERK
o
24 There are some buildings- ail people—go to and there are other =
bunle‘flngs that only some-people-go to. Circle the building to which
\;;“"onlysomepeaplego L =L Lo os T .

- , N —_ .

|
|

strated by c® Goldstein

|
I

i
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L »;53 * _ LEVEL TIREE .

Y l A
4548,

- THE,

Objecti';)e 12, The student will be able to make two.lists; one cliting
direct and the other i{direct costs .of crime.

1. [
. - . . ’ oy
When a burglar steals from someone's house, \there are direct
and. indirect costs of the burglary. A direct.coSt is the morey |
spent because of the specific burglary.” An indirect cost i< the
money spent to, avoid future. bumglaries. : )
A burglar steals two TV sets, dRe radio, a.record player, and many
small items. * Place an "X'" on the line by four of the sentences
that are examples of an Indirect Cost of this burglary, o

THE FAMILY BUYS A NEW TV SET TO RERLACE THE STOLEN ONE.
ﬁﬁv BUYS A NEW RADIO TO REPLACE THE STOLEN ONE,
THEFAWILY PUTS AN EXTRA LOCK ON THE DOOR. S
 MORE POLICEMEN ARE HIRED TO WATCH THE NEIGHBORHOOD.
A NEW JAIL IS BUILTJN TOWN, o -
A WATCH DOG IS BOUGHT BY THE FAMILY. -

THE FAMILY SAVES MONEY BY NOT LEAVING FOR A VACATION. . .

THE FAMILY DISCOVERS A WEEK LATER THAT THE-TOASTER IS MISSING,

—~

A

s e
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fﬁf," ") LEVEL FIVE, . . .ﬁ NP # .
S IR :
« . ° Objective 12.' The student will be able to cnte severa] examples of =
b AT t- eplsodes which cha]]enged the existing social system
T . ‘. - - and descrlbe whether those challenges mgved the system
s : closer to of farther from the American ideals. s ' .

.

5
;
:
|
:
‘
‘
1
:
1
3

© S \

. .
- . .. 4 ' \

45-48. Cheose the four evenﬁwah}ch have challenged the present . ‘o
.social system and have moved thg system closer to American _ _
et ideals. .. ;7

) : government can record - private conversatlons of gitizens

< 3 ' °

giving everyone a lawyer when he/she is arrested for a crime

. &

-
?

hd * em—
A~ .

g g stopping the prlntlng of news that criticizes p011t1c1ans .

B —

parents refu51ng to send chlldren to. school - . ‘

.“‘giy;ng'everyone an equal- chance to qualify for a.job
\“ .' ' . f * . .

¢ . giving everyone the right tdtvote ’ '

.

‘ .

- . having only orie major political party . .

- Y

’ government protectlng the right of every c1tlzen to purchase N
or rent a house in any community . ,

9
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